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answers, answers that we need as Rep-
resentatives and which the administra-
tion should have also, if it does not
have them already.

The 9/11 commission should be given
more time to carry out its work, and
the 2-month extension is not too much
to ask. Why are we rushing the comple-
tion of the work of that commission?
That question ought to be on the mind
of every Member of this House, and
every Member of this House ought to
demand an answer. The extension
ought to be granted, and it ought to be
granted sincerely and accurately so
that they have the full time that they
need to complete their work.

There, of course, remains all of the
questions that | raised, and many,
many more. | have just begun to
scratch the surface of the questions
that remain with regard to what hap-
pened prior to our going into lraq in
that war, what has happened during it,
and what is continuing to happen and
what we will do subsequently with re-
gard to that country. Many questions
remain unanswered.

The responsibility to develop those
answers lies with this House of Rep-
resentatives. The leadership of this
House should appoint appropriate bi-
partisan committees to look into these
matters. We are derelict in our duty.
We are not fulfilling our responsibil-
ities to the American people on an
issue that is of paramount importance,
an issue that involves thousands of
lives, hundreds of billions of dollars in
American treasure and the future safe-
ty and security of the American people.
Those answers should be forthcoming,
and there should be no delay in setting
up the mechanisms which will allow
them to come forward.

——————

POLL SHOWS ENTHUSIASM FOR
FREE TRADE FADES

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KLINE). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentlewoman from Ohio
(Ms. KAPTUR) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, | wish to
place in the RECORD this evening a poll
done by the University of Maryland
that shows that even high-income
Americans, those earning over $100,000
a year, now have lost their enthusiasm
for free trade and the loss of jobs in
this country as they perceive their jobs
are now threatened by white collar
workers in China, in India and other
countries, and rising anxiety exists
across all income bands in our country
relative to free trade.

So it is as much of a curiosity as
anything that the chairman of the
President’s Council of Economic Advis-
ers, Mr. Greg Mankiw, caused an up-
roar recently when he said the practice
of shipping out our jobs, outsourcing
U.S. jobs, is good for our country.

How can shipping out our jobs be a
good thing? Not surprisingly, Mr.
Mankiw was forced to backtrack and
profess his sympathy for anyone who
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had lost a job. My goodness, that is the
least he could have done. Predictably,
Mr. Mankiw was defended by free trade
fundamentalists like The Washington
Post and some of his fellow economists.
But something has changed profoundly
in America over the past 10 years, and
I would say it is reality. Reality has
set in coast to coast.

NAFTA is celebrating its 10th anni-
versary, and we are seeing the impact
of failed NAFTA-style trade policy
throughout our country and continent.

It is no longer just in Ohio and
Michigan, although the Great Lakes
States are undoubtedly the epicenter of
the job-loss earthquake. It is not just
the Carolinas or Massachusetts, where
the job losses have been so staggering.
And it is not just vehicles, cars and
trucks and the massive auto parts in-
dustry. It is not just machining busi-
nesses, and it is not just machinery in
general.

In fact, the damage to our economy
from outsourcing and the doctrine of
free trade is no longer confined to just
the manufacturing sector.

Something has changed in America,
and it will undermine and eventually
destroy public support for NAFTA-
style trade agreements. Suddenly, it is
not only manufacturing jobs that are
being outsourced to Mexico, to China
and other low-wage platforms. Now
outsourcing is beginning to bite into
whole new sectors of our economy,
where the promise of future job growth
once lay. Indeed, the loss of jobs in
manufacturing has been dramatic over
the past several years.

Look at these sectors: apparel, 37
percent of the jobs lost; textile mills,
34 percent; primary metals, down 25
percent; machinery, down 22 percent.

But the decline in what has been
called knowledge-based industries has
been dramatic too: computer and pe-
ripheral equipment, down 28 percent;
communications equipment, down 39
percent; semiconductors and electronic
components, down 37 percent; elec-
trical equipment and appliances, down
23 percent; telecommunications, down
19 percent; data processing, down 23
percent.

During the NAFTA debate, the free
trade fundamentalists promised that
high-wage, high-benefit jobs would be
replaced by high-wage jobs in the com-
puter sector. In other words, auto-
motive industry jobs would be replaced
by computer jobs.

Wrong. As economist Paul Craig Rob-
erts wrote recently in the Washington
Times, ‘“‘For years, as U.S. multi-
nationals moved manufacturing off-
shore, Americans were told their future
was in ‘knowledge jobs.” Today, knowl-
edge jobs are being moved offshore
more rapidly than even manufacturing
jobs were moved away.”’

The Institute of Electrical and Elec-
tronics Engineers said last week that
in 2003, the U.S. jobless rate for com-
puter scientists and systems analysts
has reached an all-time high of 5.3 per-
cent. That is roughly in line with the
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national unemployment rate of 5.6 per-
cent. In Ohio, the unemployment rate
is 6.2 percent, in my region of Ohio,
over 8.4 percent, and in some counties
of Ohio as high as 18.5 percent.

But the burden of proof is now in the
proponents of NAFTA-style trade
agreements. If outsourcing is sending
the jobs of highly trained computer sci-
entists, computer programmers and
medical diagnosticians overseas, then
where are the new jobs supposed to
come from?

It is hard to believe, but Vice Presi-
dent CHENEY said, “If the Democratic
policies had been pursued over the last
2 or 3 years, the kind of tax increases
that both Messrs. KERRY and EDWARDS
have talked about, we would not have
had the kind of job growth we have
had.”

I would just ask the Vice President,
where is the job growth? | do not see
any job growth. And that is what the
average real American is asking too,
where are the good new jobs going to
come from? Where?

Mr. Speaker, 1 include for
RECORD the poll | referred to earlier.

[From USA Today, Feb. 24, 2004]
PoLL: ENTHUSIASM FOR FREE TRADE FADES;
DIP SHARPEST FOR $100K SET; LoOss oF JOBS
CITED

the

(By Peronet Despeignes)

High-income Americans have lost much of
their enthusiasm for free trade as they per-
ceive their own jobs threatened by white-col-
lar workers in China, India and other coun-
tries, according to data from a survey of
views on trade.

The survey by the University of Mary-
land’s Program on International Policy Atti-
tudes (PIPA) is one of the most comprehen-
sive U.S. polls on trade issues. It found that
support for free trade fell in most income
groups from 1999 to 2004 but dropped most
rapidly among high-income respondents—the
group that has registered the strongest sup-
port for free trade. “‘Free trade’” means the
removal of barriers such as tariffs that re-
strict international trade.

The poll shows that among Americans
making more than $100,000 a year, support
for actively promoting more free trade col-
lapsed from 57 percent to less than half that,
28 percent. There were smaller drops, aver-
aging less than 7 percentage points, in in-
come brackets below $70,000, where support
for free trade was already weaker.

The same poll found that the share of
Americans making more than $100,000 who
want the push toward free trade slowed or
stopped altogether nearly doubled from 17
percent to 33 percent.

Rising anxiety about free trade and ship-
ping out of U.S. jobs could intensify an al-
ready fierce political battle this election
year.

In the fight for the Democratic presi-
dential nomination, Sen. John Edwards, D-
N.C., has gained ground on front-runner Sen.
John Kerry, D-Mass., by hitting Kerry’s sup-
port for free-trade agreements that critics
say have cost American jobs. The two have
bitterly accused each other of supporting
past agreements.

Whoever the Democratic nominee, he is ex-
pected to use the trade issue against Presi-
dent Bush, whose administration has gen-
erally been supportive of free trade.

The poll was released last month, but
breakdowns by income level were performed
at the request of USA TODAY. The results
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are based on responses from more than 1,800
U.S. residents. The margin of error is +2.3 to
4 percentage points.

The findings suggest that anxieties about
free trade long held by lower-income Ameri-
cans and blue-collar workers—who have been
losing jobs to cheaper labor markets
abroad—have spread up the income ladder.

The findings come as the U.S. job market
remains sluggish and accounting, computer
programming, radiology and other high-end
service jobs are being lost to workers abroad.

“This is huge,” said Steven Kull, director
of the Maryland polling unit. He said the
PIPA poll shows most Americans remain
supportive, or at least tolerant, of free trade,
but with big caveats. “They’re not saying,
‘put on the brakes,””” he said. ‘‘But they are
saying, ‘Don’t step on the gas. Don’t rush.
We need to make adjustments. We need more
time to adapt to these changes.””’

———

IN DEFENSE OF ACTIONS TAKEN
IN IRAQ AND TEACHING AN AP-
PRECIATION FOR WESTERN CIV-
ILIZATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 2003, the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. TANCREDO) is recognized for
60 minutes as the designee of the ma-
jority leader.

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, as |
listened to the comments that preceded
me in the Special Order that dealt with
our involvement in Irag, certain
thoughts came to mind that | think I
would like to present this evening prior
to getting involved with the issue of
primary importance right now, or, |
should say, not primary importance,
but the issue | had intended to bring
forward. | will do that, but I will do it
subsequent to the thoughts | have had
listening to our loyal opposition.

We have heard for approximately an
hour that there were a number of
things wrong with the intelligence re-
ports that we received; that there are
problems that we now face in trying to
pacify lraq; and that as a result of
these things, there should be investiga-
tions. And a lot of people’s integrity
has been called into question, not the
least of which the President of the
United States.
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There are many issues that | disagree
with the President on, and | have not
been hesitant to express my opinions
when | do disagree. But on this issue of
Iraq, let me just present a few ideas
that may | hope stimulate some think-
ing about whether or not we were right
to do what we did in Irag.

I would ask, Mr. Speaker, for all of us
to think about what pundits and polit-
ical opponents would have said if in
some time between, say, 1933, when
Hitler took power in Germany, and
1939, when finally the world decided to
go to war against Hitler, or at least a
good portion of the world decided to go
to war, what if at any point in time be-
tween 1933 and 1939 the United States
and Great Britain and as many other
countries as would join us would have
taken a very, very bold action? And
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that action would have been preemp-
tive. It would have been before any sort
of aggressive action had been taken by
Germany and by Hitler against the
West, against the Allies, before Poland
had been invaded, even before Czecho-
slovakia. Could we imagine what would
have happened on this floor and
throughout the world, really, in terms
of the reaction, if America and a group
of nations had taken preemptive action
and stopped Hitler, if we had gone into
Germany, if we had deposed Hitler and
attempted to bring about a different
and truly democratic regime?

Well, certainly there would have been
an awful lot of second guessing. Cer-
tainly there would have been people
here on the floor of the House talking
about the fact that we really do not
know for sure whether V-1 and V-2
rockets were being developed. Maybe
the hard evidence would not have been
available at the time. And so where
were we? Why were we doing such
things and was it not against all rules
of engagement, was it not something
that we should be challenging our ad-
ministration for and saying you did the
wrong thing?

We did not have all of the very spe-
cific information that we needed to
make this decision. Could it be that we
would have been questioning whether
or not Hitler’s intention would have
been to, in fact, bring about the “final
solution” for the Jews in the world?

All these things would have been
speculative, certainly. We could not
have perhaps proven that that was his
intent. We would have been perhaps
without all of the hard evidence to
bring in front of the world body to
prove that the decision we made to pre-
emptively act was right. But if we had
done so, just think about what would
have been the outcome of that decision
and that action. Fifty million people,
50 million people died as a result of our
unwillingness to take action. National
treasure, untold national treasure had
to be expended; and, of course, hun-
dreds of thousands of American lives
were lost to try and stop him and stop
the Axis powers after they made their
intentions perfectly clear.

Now, | think that there is a lesson to
be learned here, and it is that at some
point in time it is imperative that the
civilized world take action and, in fact,
take preemptive action to try to pre-
vent an occurrence similar to World
War Il. If we could have done that now,
knowing what was the outcome of
World War |1, knowing what it took to
actually stop him when we chose to fi-
nally get involved, who would suggest
that we should not have taken preemp-
tive action?

Does anyone really believe that we
should have waited knowing now what
we know? Does anybody believe that
we should have waited for Hitler and
the Japanese empire to strike first?
Well, we did. That is history. And we
know the outcome. So | will suggest to
the body that there was a great deal of
evidence presented not just to the
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United States but to many other coun-
tries and many other intelligence net-
works around the world that would
lead us to believe that there was a
problem in the making in Irag. No one,
not a single person has ever denied the
fact that Irag was in the process of de-
veloping nuclear weaponry and weap-
ons of mass destruction; and, of course,
we knew that they had used similar
weapons in the past. So that was not a
question.

The question is would he have, would
Saddam Hussein have actually used
those weapons had he gotten ahold of
them? How long would it have taken
for Iraq to actually obtain those weap-
ons? Those are questions we do not
know the answer to right now, but we
can be fairly sure by all of the empir-
ical evidence that we have in front of
us that they have would have devel-
oped the weapons and that either he
would have used them or think of this,
what if, what if those weapons became
disposable to the two sons of Saddam
Hussein, Uday and Qusay? Does any-
body really believe that they would
like to live in a world where those two
guys would have the ability to push the
button?

Well, now they are gone. Saddam is
in custody. Uday and Qusay are his-
tory. So now we can stand on the floor
of the House and we can get on all of
the talk shows and say we really did
not have all of that to worry about. It
really was not worth the expenditure of
our resources, both human and finan-
cial. Well, maybe not. But | have to say
that from everything we know about
history and from everything that we
know, absolutely, unequivocally know,
not the if’s, not the ““‘I wonder if,”” but
what we know about the regime in Irag
would lead us to believe that the action
we took eventually would end up sav-
ing a lot of lives. Not only that, but we
are now engaged in a very difficult
process and that is to impose democ-
racy, to plant the seeds of democracy
in an area of the world in which, of
course, it is a very alien idea. And the
task is incredible, it is true, but think
of the task we have faced when we
chose to rebuild Germany and Japan
and to rebuild those countries on
democratic models. In Japan, of course,
where it had never ever existed before,
and in Germany, where it had been
bastardized, the concept of democracy.
We undertook that huge, monumental
task; and people could have said in
1946, 1947, 1948, look at the problems we
are facing. How come we have not been
able to construct these democratic
models over there by now? Why are
American troops still occupying Ger-
many and Japan? Why are our people
still at risk? Why are we spending hun-
dreds of millions of dollars which
would equate in today’s terms to hun-
dreds of billions of dollars in the re-
building of both Japan and Germany?
Why are we doing it? They would have
been there and they may have been
here on the floor saying those things at
that time. | know that is true.
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